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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-36 have been examined. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claim 10 recites the limitation "the boot difference command" in line 3 of claim 
10, There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Claim 10 should 
be changed to depend on claim 7. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-3,5,11,13-15,17,23,25-27.29,35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Nakadai ("Nakadai", US# 5,794,031) in view of Kozaki et a! 
("Kozaki", US# 5,828,888). 

As per independent claim 1, Nakadai discloses a method of managing booting of 
a plurality of target devices in communication with a network (Column 2 lines 40-45), 
comprising: 
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Receiving, at a server in communication with the network, a request from at least 
one target device in a pre-boot stage (Column 2 lines 43-45); 

Assigning a current boot category to the target device, the current boot category 
based on the pre-boot stage of the target device (Column 3 lines 10-15); 

Nakadai fails to disclose a boot list with boot categories. However Kozaki 
teaches generating a current boot list of target devices with corresponding current boot 
categories (Column 5 lines 40-43); and managing booting of the target devices using 
the current boot list (Column 5 lines 40-43; queue). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to combine Nakadai's method of 
managing booting with Kozaki's teaching of a list structure. Motivation to do so would 
have been to maintain an organized way of booting the target devices. 

As per claim 2, which is dependent on claim 1 , Nakadai fails to distinctly point out 
commands with the devices. However, Kozaki teaches associating at least one 
command with the target device, the command based on the current boot category 
(Column 5 lines 26-37; category is sent, status is changed, then boot is executed). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to 
combine Nakadai's method of managing booting with Kozaki's teaching of a list 
structure. Motivation to do so would have been to be able to further manage the list of 
devices. 

As per claim 3, which is dependent on claim 2, Nakadai fails to distinctly point out 
executing the command. However, Kozaki teaches executing the command at the target 
device (Column 5 lines 34-36). Therefore it would have been obvious to an artisan at 
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the time of the invention to combine Nakadai's method of managing booting with 
Kozaki's teaching of a list structure. Motivation to do so would have been to be able to 
further manage the list of devices. 

As per claim 5, which is dependent on claim 2, Nakadai fails to distinctly point out 
updating the status of the device. However, Kozaki teaches updating the current boot 
category of the target device based on the command (Column 5 lines 40-43). Therefore 
it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to combine 
Nakadai's method of managing booting with Kozaki's teaching of a list structure. 
Motivation to do so would have been for organizational purposes of managing the list. 

As per claim 1 1 , which is dependent on claim 1 , Nakadai fails to distinctly point 
out storing the current boot list. However, Kozaki teaches storing the boot list (Figure 1, 
element 30; in secondary memory 10b). Therefore it would have been obvious to an 
artisan at the time of the invention to combine Nakadai's method of managing booting 
with Kozaki's teaching of a list structure. Motivation to do so would have been to prevent 
any loss of information while managing the list. 

Claims 13 and 25 are similar to scope to claim 1 , and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 

Claims 14 and 26 are similar to scope to claim 2. and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 

Claims 15 and 27 are similar to scope to claim 3, and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 
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Claims 17 and 29 are similar to scope to claim 5, and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 

Claims 23 and 35 are similar to scope to claim 1 1 , and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 

6. Claims 4,16,28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakadai ("Nakadai", US# 5,794,031) in view of Kozaki et a! ("Kozaki", US# 5,828,888) in 
further view of Suffin ("Suffin", US# 6,691225). 

As per claim 4, which is dependent on claim 2, Nakadai and Kozaki fail to 
distinctly point out generating a command list and executing fronn the command list. 
However, Suffin teaches a method comprising generating a command list comprising 
the command for the target device (Figure 5A elements 56,58,60,62); and selecting the 
command to be executed at the target device from the command list (Column 8 lines 
65-67). Therefore it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention 
to combine the modified Nakadai and Suffin's teaching. Motivation to do so would have 
been for organizational purposes. 

Claims 16 and 28 are similar to scope to claim 4, and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 

7. Claims 6-8,10,12,18-20.22,24,30-32,34,36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Nakadai ("Nakadai", US# 5,794,031) in view of Kozaki et al 
("Kozaki", US# 5,828,888) in further view of Sakanishi ("Sakanishi", US# 6,678,888). 
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As per claim 6, which is dependent on claim 1, Nakadai and Kozaki fail to 
distinctly point out comparing the list to find a difference list. However, Sakanishi 
together with the modified Nakadai teaches comparing the current boot category of the 
target device to a predetermined expected boot category of the target device to 
determine a boot difference between the expected boot category and the current boot 
category (Column 1 1 lines 64-67, Column 12 lines 1-4); and generating a boot 
difference list comprising target devices with corresponding differences (Column 12 
lines 53-58). Therefore it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the 
invention to combine the modified Nakadai and Sakanishi's teaching. Motivation to do 
so would have been to keep an updated status of the list for further managing purposes. 

As per claim 7, which is dependent on claim 6, Sakanishi together with the 
modified Nakadai teaches associating at least one boot difference (Sakanishi, Column 
12 lines 53-58). command with the target device, the boot difference command based 
on the difference (Kozaki, Column 5 lines 26-37; category is sent, status is changed, 
tlien boot is executed). 

As per claim 8, which is dependent on claim 7, Sakanishi together with the 
modified Nakadai teaches executing the boot difference (Sakanishi, Column 12 lines 
53-58) command at the target device (Kozaki, Column 5 lines 34-36). 

As per claim 10, which is dependent on claim 7, Sakanishi together with the 
modified Nakadai teaches updating the current boot category of the target device 
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(Kozaki, Column 5 lines 40-43) based on the boot difference command (Sakanishi, 
Column 12 lines 53-58). 

As per claim 12, which is dependent on claim 6, Sakanishi together with the 
modified Nakadai teaches storing (Kozaki, Figure 1, element 30; in secondary memory 
10b) the boot difference list (Sakanishi, Column 12 lines 53-58). 

Claims 18 and 30 are similar to scope to claim 6, and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 

Claims 19 and 31 are similar to scope to claim 7, and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 

Claims 20 and 32 are similar to scope to claim 8, and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 

Claims 22 and 34 are similar to scope to claim 10, and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 

Claims 24 and 36 are similar to scope to claim 12, and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 



8. Claims 9,21,33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakadai ("Nakadai", US# 5,794,031) in view of Kozaki et al ("Kozaki", US# 5,828.888) in 
further view of Sakanishi ("Sakanishi", US# 6,678,888) and in further view of Suffin 
("Suffin", US# 6,691225). 
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As per claim 4, which is dependent on claim 2, Nakadai, Kozaki, and Sakanishi 
fail to distinctly point out generating a boot difference command list and executing from 
the boot difference command list. However, Suffin teaches a method comprising 
generating a boot difference command list comprising the boot difference command for 
the target device (Figure 5A elements 56,58,60,62); and selecting the boot difference 
command to be executed at the target device from the boot difference command list 
(Column 8 lines 65-67). Therefore it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time 
of the invention to combine the modified Nakadai and Suffin's teaching. Motivation to do 
so would have been for organizational purposes. 

Claims 21 and 33 are similar to scope to claim 9, and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ryan Pitaro whose telephone number is (703) 605- 
1205. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:00am - 4:30pm Monday through 
Thursday, and every other Friday. The Patent Office is moving, after mid October the 
new telephone number where Ryan Pitaro can be reached is (571)272- 4071. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner^s 
supervisor, Kristine Kincaid can be reached on 703-308-0640. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Ryan Pitaro 
Patent Examiner 
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